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rkar  Sir / Madam: 

On hchalf of the Great Liiltcs Fishery Ckminission, I o tkr  the following comments in 
reply to "Standards for Living Organisms in Ships' Ballast Water Discharged in U S .  
Waters" (,lJSCci-200 1 - 10486). 

.-_I I o prescrvc our fishery resources, the ultiiiiate goal must be zcro introductions and the 
rate of' introductions must be reduced constantly and quickly i i i i 1 i I  the goal is reached. 
'Hie Commission recommended 111 2000 that the tiovernineills of the United States and 
('anada clrvelop a.nd implement a coordinated, ada.ptive I 0-year strategy ta end ship- 
Inedluted iiivmons. Incorporation of new science i s  critical For the success o f  such a 
strategy and a process must bc established t o  revise goal arid standards as iicw 
infomialion becomes availablc (from page 9635 - .'. . thc final standards would be 
clcrivcd from a process that iiicorpora.tes the exper~ise of The scient.ific coininunity"). 

Question 1 (select a goal) - Consisten1 with C'ongressioiia.] intent "10 eliininale ballast 
water discharge AS ii source o f  harmful NIS" ( p a . 2 ~  9634), we agree that the ultimate goal 
of ballasl ixtnageinenr is zero new introductions - where introducliori is defined as 
establishrrran~ of a self-sustaining population. 'l'herefore, I 1-1 rosporisc 10 Q u e s t h i  1 ., 
" t ~ - e a t - f b r - l i v i r ~ g - o r ~ u n i s m s - a t - l ~ ~ s t - l o - r h e - s ~ e - z x t ~ n ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ r i n k I ~ i g - ~ a t ~ r ~ '  (Goal 2) 
appears nrcjst likely to result i n  m o  new introductions. 

Question 2 (sclcct a standard) -- The four candidate simdards in this Advance Notice of 
Proposed R ~ h ~ k i ~ i g  seem t o  he of two varieties, one based 011 organism size and the 
other on perccnt removal (or ki l l  or inactivation). At this stagc or  ballast "igemeiit, i t  
would be counter-productive lo adopt a standard that could preclude development of' 
ztfective technology, for txaiuple a size-based scaridard t1ia.t eiicoui-ages tiltrazion but not 
disinfection. Likcwisz, a standard should riot discourage sequential us(: of two or more 
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technologies. A suite of standards may be required to encourage the development of all 
promising technologies, with maximum suppression in the intzrim, until it i s  clear which 
will best deliver the goal of zero introductions. 

To progress toward zero introductions, standard(s) should be selected to elicit the largest 
possible advance - at this time, with respect to ballast water exc‘hange. For the organism- 
size standard, “discharge-no-organisms-larger-than-50-microns” (Standard 4) is preferred 
rather than ‘~remove-kill-or-inacl.ivate-all-organisms-l~~~r-th~ 1 00-microns” (Standard 
2). We arc. concerned, however, that certain organisins, including fish viruses such as 
rhosc responsible for Viral Hemon-hagic Septicemia and Infectious Salmon Anemia, 
would not be blocked by the 50 micron standard. 

With respect to percent removal, “remove-99%” (Stmdard 3) IS prefemed, rather than 
“remove-kill-or-inactivate4 5%” (Standard 1 ). We have concerns, however, with 
Standard 3 .  As written, Standard 3 appears to exclude animals that are riot nonnally 
suspended in the water or that are independent of currcots and water movements. We 
are also concerned that even 1 %  of highest reported natural concentrations can be 
sufficient to establish new colonies, and thus strongly recommend that ”safe” numbms of 
propagules be substituted, where available, for the various taxa. (Dr. David Lodge (Notre 
Daine U.) is leading a major study on the number of propagules required to establish 
viable colonies of the various taxa.) 

Question 3 (effectiveness and practicality of current technologies) -- The Commission is  
confident in the ability of a motivated shipping industry to meet these standards. Overall, 
society and industry are better off when actions are taken to protect the environment. 

Question 4 (cost-benefit OT cost-effectiveness) -- Like extinctions, introductions are 
permanent; costs of introductions cannot be amortized over 20 years. Standards that 
move l is most quickly to the goal of zero introductions, with maximum suppression in the 
interim, are most likely to secure the desired full benefits o f  biological security. Every 
delay jeapardizes expected benefits and increases risk. 1.n fact, the Great Lakes sport and 
commercial fishing industry and other water user6 are already suffering fiom ballast 
invaders and costs will only continue to increase if, in choosing standards, undue weight 
is accorded crjtcria other than effectiveness. 

Moreover, we caution that traditional cost-benefit analyses applied to probleins like 
introductions often do a poor job of capturing the full benefits of effective managemen1 
action - o r  costs of ineffecuve management -- which are typically extemalized to the 
public. (Bulk, E., and G.C. Van Kooteii. Economic stiience, cndangrsrcd species, and 
biodiversity k ~ s  Conservutron Biology, pages 1 13-1 19, Volume 14, No. I ,  Febniary 2000). 
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Question 5 (small birsinesses owning vessels) -- Standards more stringent than ballast 
water exchange, steadily updated to move us quickly toward zero inti-oductions, will 
benefit small businesses associated with conimercial and recreational fishing - many of 
which own vessels. 

Question 6 (environmental impacts) -- Because of the threat of new introductions, the 
Great Lakes Ecosystem has never been in more serious jeopardy. We urge the U.S. Coast 
Guard to select a goal, standard(s), and a strategy that gets us quickly to the ultimate goal 
o f  zero introductions. 

In summary, the ultimate goal must be zero introductions and h e  rate of introductions 
must be reduced constantly and quickly until the goal is reaclied. A process must be 
established to reviae goal aiid standards as new science becomes available. Standard(s) 
should not be written so as to prcclude development of potentially effective technology, 
nor sequential use of two or more technologies; each new standard should bc selected to 
elicit the largest possible advance in progressing toward zero ~ntroductions. Wc strongly 
recommend that staiidard(s) be based upon “safe” numbers of propagules, where 
available, for the various taxa. We reiterate the Commission’s recommendation (2000) 
that the Cioveminenls of 1112 United States and Canada, now in the second decade of 
ballast i-nmagtment. develop and implement a coordinated, adaptive 1 0-year strategy to 
end ship-mediated invasions. 

Sincerely, 

Margaiet Dochoda 
Fishery Biologist 


